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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 9/1 1/08 
has been entered. 

Response to Amendment 

2. The amendment filed 9/11/2008 has been entered. Claims 1-2, 4, 6, 9-10, 13-30 
are pending and rejected below. Claims 3, 5, 7-8 and 11-12 have been canceled. The 
claims consist of 3 independent claims which comprises 2 system claims: 1-2, 4-6, 1 8- 
29, and 30, and a method claim: 9-10, 13-17. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 
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2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

3. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 1 02(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

4. Claims 1-2, 4, 6, 18-29 (article), 9-10, 13-17 (method), and 30 (system) are 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over BOWMAN -AM UAH in 
view of VELLANTE et al. 

5. Claim 1 is as followed: 

1 . (Currently Amended) An enterprise architecture model of a business and the 
business's information technology, the enterprise architecture model stored in, 
manipulated by and implemented in a data processing system having at least one 
computer processing unit and at least one memory connected to at least one computer 
processing unit, comprising: 

a) at least one computer processing unit; 

b) at least one memory connected to at least one computer processing unit; 
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c) a business architecture stored in at least one memory and accessible by at 
least one computer processing unit, the business architecture having a plurality of 
business components within a database stored in at least one memory and accessible 
by at least one computer processing unit wherein each business component has an 
operational linkage with at least one other business component; 

d) an information technology architecture stored in at least one memory and 
accessible by at least one computer processing unit, the information technology 
architecture comprising at least one application software component that processes at 
least business information data from the business architecture, and a plurality of 
information technology components within the database wherein each information 

technology component has an operational linkage with at least one other information 
technology component; 

e) a linkage assessment tool executing in at least one computer processing unit 
that evaluates an impact on one of the architectures resulting from a change in at least 
one component in the other of the architectures; and 

(f) an impact assessment work product generated by at least one computer 
processing unit that outputs the results of the linkage assessment component. 



Note: for convenience, letters (a)-(f) are added to the beginning of each step. 
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As for independent article claim 1, similarly, BOWMAN-AMUAH discloses an 
enterprise system for modeling the operation of a business enterprise and its 
information processing, the system comprising: 

An enterprise architecture model of a business and the 
business's information technology, the enterprise architecture model stored in, 
manipulated by and implemented in a data processing system having at least one 
computer processing unit and at least one memory connected to at least one computer 
processing unit, comprising: 

a) at least one computer processing unit; 

b) at least one memory connected to at least one computer processing unit; 

c) a business architecture stored in at least one memory and accessible by at 
least one computer processing unit, the business architecture having a plurality of 
business components within a database stored in at least one memory and accessible 
by at least one computer processing unit wherein each business component has an 
operational linkage with at least one other business component; 

d) an information technology architecture stored in at least one memory and 
accessible by at least one computer processing unit, the information technology 
architecture comprising at least one application software component that processes at 
least business information data from the business architecture, and a plurality of 
information technology components within the database wherein each information 

technology component has an operational linkage with at least one other information 
technology component; 



Application/Control Number: 09/887,781 Page 6 

Art Unit: 3689 

{see Figs. 1, element 220 "MANAGING CHANGE", 2A, 4-5, 10 and 13, cols. 15- 

16, 32-33, 47-48, 61-62, 67-70, 95 "Linker"} 

BOWMAN-AMUAH fairly teaches the claimed invention except for the last 2 

steps. 

In a similar method/system for assessing and quantifying the business value of 
an Information Technology (IT) applications or sets of application, VELLANTE et al fairly 
teaches steps: 

e) a linkage assessment tool executing in at least one computer processing unit 
that evaluates an impact on one of the architectures resulting from a change in at least 
one component in the other of the architectures; and 

(f) an impact assessment work product generated by at least one computer 
processing unit that outputs the results of the linkage assessment component. 

For the benefits of providing more workable gauge of the real values of the 
business architectures as functions of IT changes or IT variations at high level changes 
or variations {see Figs. 1,2,4,10,14,17,19 and 22, pars [001 6-0020], and [0086- 
0093]}. It would have been obvious to modify the teachings of BOWMAN-AMUAH by 
impact assessment work product of VELLANTE et al for the benefits of providing more 
workable gauge of the real values of the business architectures as functions of IT 
changes or IT variations at high level changes or variations {see Figs. 1,2,4, 10, 14, 

17, 19 and 22, pars [0016-0020]. 
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As for dep. claims 2, 4 (part of 9 above) which deal with an element/item for 
accessing the data for changing/modifying business element, this is taught in 
BOWMAN-AM UAH Figs. 1, 2, 13 and cols. 9-26 or VELLANTE et al Figs. 2, 6, and 8. 

As for dep. claims 6, 1 8-29, 1 0 and 1 3-1 7 which deal with architecture 
(organization structures) parameters for the business enterprise and the information 
technology, these are fairly taught in Figs. 1 , 2 and 1 3, and cols. 9-26 or VELLANTE et 
al Figs. 2, 6, and 8. Moreover, these terms or structures appear to be non-functional in 
a data processing system. 

As for independent claims 9 and system claim 30, which appear to be the 
method claim and system claim to carry out the independent article claim 1 above, they 
are rejected over the article/computer program product claim of BOWMAN-AMUAH in 
view of VELLANTE et al as shown on Figs. 1-2, or BOWMAN-AMUAH or Fig. 1 or pars 
[0063-0064] of VELLANTE et al. 

As for dep. claims 6, 1 8-29, 1 0 and 1 3-1 7 which deal with architecture 
(organization structures) parameters for the business enterprise and the information 
technology, these are fairly taught in Figs. 1 , 2 and 1 3, and cols. 9-26 or VELLANTE et 
al Figs. 2, 6, and 8. Moreover, these terms or structures appear to be non-functional in 
a data processing system. 
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Response to Arguments 

6. Applicant's arguments with respect to the previous rejections have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection which are due to 
applicant's amendment. 

Conclusion 

7. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

1) US 2002/0133368, by STRUTT et al fairly discloses similar teachings to 
BOWMAN-AM UAH, and is cited here for applicants' awareness of potential use in the 
future if needed to avoid duplicate rejections. 

No claims are allowed. 
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8. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct@uspto.gov . Should 
you have any questions on access to the private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll free). 

In receiving an Office Action, it becomes apparent that certain documents are 
missing, e. g. copies of references, Forms PTO 1449, PTO-892, etc., requests for 
copies should be directed to Tech Center 3600 Customer Service at (571) 272-3600, or 
e-mail CustomerService3600(5)uspto.gov . 

Any inquiry concerning the merits of the examination of the application should be 
directed to Dean Tan Nguyen at telephone number (571) 272-6806 . My work schedule 
is normally Monday through Friday from 6:30 am - 4:00 pm. I am scheduled to be off 
every other Friday. 

Should I be unavailable during my normal working hours, my supervisor Janice 
Moonevham can be reached at (571 ) 272-6805 . 

The main FAX phone numbers for formal communications concerning this 
application are (571) 273-8300 . My personal Fax is (571 ) 273-6806 . Informal 
communications may be made, following a telephone call to the examiner, by an 
informal FAX number to be given. 



/Tan Dean D. Nguyen/ 
Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3689 



